Introduction
One of the National Development Plan's (NDP) goals is to strengthen the South African health system by optimising human capital, improving quality care and enhancing effective leadership (National Planning Commission [NPC], 2011) . The achievement of these goals can address some of the external and internal challenges that the public health care sector is currently facing. Some of the external challenges include service delivery inefficiencies and customer dissatisfaction (Health Systems Trust, 2013; Okanga & Drotskie, 2015) , which may be improved if public health care employees go the 'extra mile' in their work (Dash & Pradhan, 2014) . Internally, the public health care sector is challenged by poor management structures and a lack of trust in leadership (Benatar, 2013; George, Atujuna, & Gow, 2013; Health Systems Trust, 2013) . The Department of Health (DoH, 2011) has therefore included leadership as one of its pillars in the improvement of quality health care services. Authentic leadership may be of particular importance in this organisation. It can be regarded as a positive form of leadership Beddoes-Jones & Swailes, 2015 ) that contributes to positive organisations which have a positive impact on employee and organisational behaviours (Zbierowski & Góra, 2014) .
The role of workplace trust as a mechanism through which leaders influence their subordinates, has received limited attention in South Africa, particularly in the public health care sector. Workplace trust can be considered as a consequence of authentic leadership (Clapp-Smith, Vogelsang, & Avey, 2009; Datta, 2015; Errazquin, 2013 ) and a predecessor of organisational citizenship behaviour (Altuntas & Baykal, 2010; Chen, Wang, Chang, & Hu, 2008) . Leaders are considered to be the primary influencers of their subordinates' behaviour (Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, & May, 2004) , they can therefore influence subordinates to engage in extra-role behaviours, also known as organisational citizenship behaviour (Dash & Pradhan, 2014) .
Leadership influences organisational citizenship behaviour (Hsieh & Wang, 2015) , particularly through trust (Walumbwa, Christensen, & Hailey, 2011) . Du Plessis, Wakelin and Nel (2015) mention that if employees feel that they are trusted, they are more likely to go the 'extra mile' in their work. According to Heyns and Rothmann (2015) , an employee's willingness to trust a leader is influenced by the character and actions of the leader. In this study, the focus was specifically on authentic leadership. Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing and Peterson (2008) define authentic leadership as a form of leadership that focuses on 'positive psychological capacities and a positive ethical climate', fostering the four dimensions of authentic leadership (p. 1). Authentic leadership has been researched in many contexts (Onorato & Zhu, 2014) , specifically in a Western context (Avolio & Walumbwa, 2014) and has been demonstrated to have a positive impact on organisations, teams and individuals (Avolio & Walumbwa, 2014; Rego, Vitória, Magalhães, Ribeiro, & Cunha, 2013) . However, leadership behaviour that is effective in one context is not necessarily effective in another context and a one-size-fits-all approach cannot be used indiscriminately (Avolio & Walumbwa, 2014) . In line with this, the current study evaluates the influence of authentic leadership in this particular sector.
Despite the importance of authentic leadership, limited studies have been conducted in a South African context (Du Plessis, 2014; Stander, De Beer, & Stander, 2015) , particularly with organisational citizenship behaviour as outcome. Although Heyns and Rothmann (2015) recently conducted a study in the South African context with regard to leaders' influence on employee trust, there is still limited empirical evidence relating to the relationship between authentic leadership and workplace trust, specifically in the public health care sector in South Africa. This study focused on workplace trust in its three referents, including trust in the organisation, trust in the immediate supervisor and trust in co-workers to test the impact of perceived authentic leadership on organisational citizenship behaviour, both directly and indirectly.
Literature review Authentic leadership
Several forms of leadership, including ethical, charismatic, servant, transactional and transformational leadership, have been studied in the past (e.g. Bass, 1990; Bass & Avolio, 1993; Engelbrecht, Hein, & Mahembe, 2014; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993; Stone, Russell, & Patterson, 2004) . Recently, research has focused extensively on positive and ethical forms of leadership (Engelbrecht et al., 2014; Zbierowski & Góra, 2014) . Current research focuses on authentic leadership which is emphasised both in the academic field as well as in industry (Hsieh & Wang, 2015; Men & Stacks, 2014; Walumbwa et al., 2008) . For the purpose of this study, authentic leadership was conceptualised as a higher order construct consisting of four lower order dimensions, namely self-awareness, balanced processing, relational transparency and internalised moral perspective (Walumbwa et al., 2008) .
Self-awareness refers to the leader's ability to possess selfknowledge and to be aware of possible strengths, developmental areas and beliefs as well as the impact thereof on followers (Gardner, Cogliser, Davis, & Dickens, 2011; Men & Stacks, 2014) . Balanced processing is defined as a leader's objective evaluation and analysis of relevant information when considering the opinions of others in decision-making (Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, & Walumbwa, 2005; Walumbwa et al., 2008) . The third dimension, relational transparency, refers to the leader's ability to openly share information and to present the self in an unpretentious manner . Lastly, an internalised moral perspective is defined as the leader's ability to withstand external pressures by committing to his or her own ethical and moral values (Gardner et al., 2011; Ryan & Deci, 2003; Walumbwa et al., 2008) . It should be noted that authentic leadership will be measured from the employees' perceptions with regard to the authenticity of their leaders.
Authentic leaders are perceived as leaders who show authenticity and are able to foster respect, credibility and, ultimately, trust among subordinates (Bamford, Wong, & Laschinger, 2013) . Avolio and Walumbwa (2014) and Stander et al. (2015) further mentioned that an authentic leader inspires and motivates subordinates and that the authentic leader possesses a strong interpersonal orientation. This relational nature encourages subordinates to be able to relate to the leader and organisation (Avolio & Walumbwa, 2014) . In addition, a stronger sense of identification is created among subordinates (Avolio & Walumbwa, 2014) . Accordingly, authentic leaders have a profound impact on their subordinates as well as the organisations for which they work (Pues, Wesche, Streicher, Braun, & Frey, 2012) . In their development of a three-pillar authentic leadership model, Beddoes-Jones and Swailes (2015) have found that trust is at the foundation of authentic leadership. Likewise, a study conducted by Avolio and Gardner (2005) found that the personal integrity of an authentic leader, as well as the leader's ability to engage in balanced processing might lead to leader-subordinate relationships that are characterised by respect and trust.
The Social Exchange Theory (SET; Blau, 1964) suggests that the actions of individuals depend on 'rewarding reactions' from others (Penger & Cěrne, 2014, p. 511) . The focus is thus on reciprocity. Leadership and trust can therefore be perceived as a social exchange between leaders and subordinates (Hsieh & Wang, 2015) .
Workplace trust
Workplace trust is conceptualised as the consistency between the perceptions of an individual with regard to a trust referent (organisation, immediate supervisor and co-worker) and the individual's subsequent actions (Ferres, 2003) . These actions can include being supportive, competent and mindful of others' performance (Ferres & Travaglione, 2003) . The focus is on trust in its three referents, namely organisation, immediate supervisor and co-worker. Ferres (2003) operationalises trust in the organisation as openness when sharing information, fair organisational processes and a supportive work environment. Organisational trust is the trust that employees have in the organisation itself (James, 2011) , which is influenced by their perceptions of the effectiveness of organisational processes and whether the organisation is perceived to be reliable and honest (Galford & Drapeau, 2003) . As leaders are seen as higher organisational authorities (Treviño & Brown, 2004) , they are regarded as representatives of the organisation (O'Reilly, Caldwell, Chatman, Lapiz, & Self, 2010) and may influence the perceived trust that employees have in the organisation.
Trust in the immediate supervisor is operationalised as supervisors who listen when employees share information and who appreciate employees' additional efforts (Ferres, 2003; Ferres & Travaglione, 2003) . Consequently, James (2011) denotes that trust in the immediate supervisor transpires from fair treatment; when the needs of subordinates are considered during decision making. As authentic leaders are considered to act with integrity and have a sense of purpose while being cognisant of their core values (Hassan & Ahmed, 2011) , they are likely to gain the trust of their subordinates as a result of their genuineness and consistency in terms of words and actions (Hsieh & Wang, 2015; Xiong & Fang, 2014) .
Trust in the co-worker is operationalised as collegial support, truthful interactions and appreciation for each other's work (Ferres, 2003) . It can further be demarcated as having confidence in colleagues to be competent and act in a fair and ethical manner (James, 2011) . Onorato and Zhu (2014) postulated that authentic leaders succeed in creating a positive and ethical organisational climate that is characterised by openness, transparency and communication (Mazutis & Slawinski, 2007) . This leader is regarded as a role model (Khan, 2010) , able to facilitate authenticity among subordinates Avolio et al., 2004) .
Although Schoeman (2012) studied the role of trust in its three referents, there are still limited studies that emphasise all three referents in the South African context, specifically with authentic leadership as antecedent and organisational citizenship behaviour as outcome. Schoeman (2012) focused on determining whether trust in its three referents correlates with psychological capital (PsyCap) and workplace wellbeing. Other South African studies (e.g. Du Plessis et al., 2015; Stander et al., 2015) that included trust as a construct, focused on trust in only one or two referents and not in all three referents. Du Plessis et al. (2015) focused only on trust in the immediate supervisor, whereas Stander et al. (2015) emphasised trust in the organisation. The focus on all three trust referents is important as it can guide future interventions and provide the organisation with an indication on how to structure and prioritise interventions, if they understand which referent mostly affects employees. Similar to the relationship between authentic leadership and workplace trust, the relationship between trust and organisational citizenship behaviour can also be studied from a SET perspective. For example, employees who trust their organisation, supervisors and/or co-workers are more likely to exert extra effort in their work. Organ (1997) defined organisational citizenship behaviour as the determined and unrestricted behaviour of employees which contributes to the organisation's effectiveness and functioning. In addition, Bester, Stander and Van Zyl (2015) stated that instead of being a formal requirement, organisational citizenship behaviour is employees' personal choice. For the purpose of this study, organisational citizenship is conceptualised as consisting of two dimensions, an interpersonal orientation and an organisational orientation (Diedericks, 2012) . Interpersonal orientation refers to employees' willingness to provide assistance to co-workers, whereas the organisational orientation refers to the employees' willingness to exert additional effort on behalf of the organisation (Organ & Paine, 1999; Rothmann, 2010) .
Organisational citizenship behaviour
In their study, Al-Sharafi and Rajiani (2013) have confirmed that effective leadership can be regarded as an antecedent of organisational citizenship behaviour. Pues et al. (2012) have found that authentic leadership can be seen as a predictor of organisational citizenship behaviour. They regarded organisational citizenship behaviour from a supervisorrated perspective (Pues et al., 2012) , instead of focusing on employees' perceptions of their own organisational citizenship behaviours. The focus on employee perceptions is important to understand how the employee views and/or feels about the situation.
Another theoretical framework that supports the hypothesised relationship between authentic leadership and organisational citizenship behaviour is the Job-Demands Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker, Demerouti, De Boer, & Schaufeli, 2003; Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) . For the purpose of this study, authentic leadership was classified as a job resource and organisational citizenship behaviour as a behavioural outcome.
The indirect effect of workplace trust
Trust is regarded as a predictor of organisational citizenship behaviour (Wong, Wong, & Ngo, 2012) and may potentially affect the relationship between authentic leadership and organisational citizenship behaviour. According to Dannhauser (2007) , trust can act as a causal, mediating, moderating, or outcome variable in an organisational setting. Wong et al. (2012) mentioned that trust emerges through a continued exchange of benefits between parties, which in turn influences the work outcomes of employees. Many studies have used trust as a mediator, but not in all three its referents (e.g. Du Plessis et al., 2015; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2012) . Studies have found that supervisor trust plays a mediating role in contributing to both organisational citizenship behaviour and work engagement with authentic leadership as predictor (Altuntas & Baykal, 2010; Hsieh & Wang, 2015) . Another study found that organisational and supervisor trust mediates the relationship between justice and organisational citizenship behaviour, but the mediational impact of the two referents differs (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002) .
Most authors focused on trust in the immediate supervisor and/or leader (e.g. Du Plessis et al., 2015; Engelbrecht et al., 2014) . Stander et al. (2015) specifically focused on trust in the organisation, whereas Schlechter and Strauss (2008) studied both trust in the immediate supervisor and trust in coworkers. Recent studies on trust either focused on one referent of trust (e.g. Hsieh & Wang, 2015 ; supervisor trust), two referents of trust (e.g. Paliszkiewicz, Koohang, & Nord, 2014 ; organisational and supervisor trust), or three referents on trust (e.g. Cho & Park, 2011 ; trust in the organisation, trust in the immediate supervisor and trust in co-workers). These studies, with the exception of the study of Cho and Park (2011) , did not attempt to determine the strength of the indirect effects of the different trust referents. The study by Cho and Park (2011) aimed to determine whether trust in its three referents mediates the relationship between managerial practices and employee attitudes of commitment and satisfaction. In this study, it is vital to determine how employees' perceptions of authentic leadership influence organisational citizenship behaviour through the three referents of trust, as this relationship has not been empirically tested to date in this organisation.
Based on the above discussion, the aims and hypotheses of the study were outlined as follows:
Hypothesis 1: Authentic leadership is a significant predictor of workplace trust.
Hypothesis 2:
Workplace trust is a significant predictor of organisational citizenship behaviour.
Hypothesis 3:
Authentic leadership is a significant predictor of organisational citizenship behaviour. The hypothesised model is illustrated in Figure 1 .
Research design Research approach
For the purpose of this study, a quantitative research approach was used with a cross-sectional survey design.
Research method Research participants
A non-probability sampling method was used. Specifically, convenience sampling was used as the participants were selected on the basis of their accessibility. The sample -out of a population of approximately 2000 -consisted of 633 employees working in the public health care sector. The sample was drawn from 27 hospitals and/or clinics and the participants had a mean age of 42.44 years (SD = 12.27). The majority of the sample consisted of females (79.6%), and the most representative home language was Sesotho (44.7%), followed by isiZulu (19.2%). The majority of the participants were black (87.9%), and 38.5% of the sample possessed a diploma and/or tertiary certificate. In addition, 40.3% of the sample has been working for the organisation for less than 5 years, with 34.1% working for the organisation for more than 15 years. Finally, 47.7% of employees have been working in their current position for less than 5 years. In terms of function, the majority of the sample indicated other (50.9%), followed by administration (19.6%), management (17.4%) and specialist (12.0%).
Measuring instruments
A biographical questionnaire as well as three measuring instruments was used to measure the constructs of authentic leadership, workplace trust and organisational citizenship behaviour. Biographical questionnaire: A biographical questionnaire was used to gain information regarding the demographic characteristics of the participants.
Authentic Leadership Inventory:
The Authentic Leadership Inventory (ALI) was used to determine subordinates' perceptions regarding the authenticity of their leaders (Neider & Schriesheim, 2011) . The four dimensions of authentic leadership, namely self-awareness, balanced processing, relational transparency and internalised moral perspective were used to measure the perceptions of these employees. The ALI measures the same dimensions as the Authentic Leadership Questionnaire (ALQ) developed by Walumbwa et al. (2008) . Neider and Schriesheim (2011) developed the ALI as they were concerned about the subjective content analysis of the ALQ and the 'garbage parameters' used to improve model fit. The ALI contains fourteen items where response options are arranged on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Example items of the ALI include: 'My leader carefully listens to alternative perspectives before reaching a conclusion' and 'My leader uses his and/or her core beliefs to make decisions'. Previous studies found acceptable reliabilities with Cronbach's alpha coefficients ranging between 0.74 and 0.90 (Men & Stacks, 2014; Neider & Schriesheim, 2011) .
Workplace Trust Survey:
The Workplace Trust Survey (WTS) was used to measure trust in the organisation, trust in the immediate supervisor, as well as trust in co-workers (Ferres, 2003) . It consists of 32 items, with 11 items related to trust in the organisation, 9 items related to supervisor trust and 12 items related to trust in co-workers. Items were scored using a 4-point Likert-type scale which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Example items include: 'I feel that information can be shared openly within my organisation' (organisation); 'I feel that my supervisor keeps personal discussions confidential' (supervisor); and 'I think that my co-workers act reliably from one moment to the next' (co-workers). According to Ferres and Travaglione (2003) , the internal consistency of the items yielded acceptable reliabilities, with Cronbach's alpha coefficients: α = 0.95 (organisation); α = 0.96 (immediate supervisor); and α = 0.93 (co-workers).
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour Scale: The Organisational Citizenship Behaviour Scale (OCBS) was used to measure employees' organisational citizenship behaviour (Rothmann, 2010) . The OCBS contains six items with three items relating to the assistance to co-workers subscale and three items measuring the organisational assistance subscale. A 6-point Likert-type scale which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) was used. Example items contained in the scale include 'I show genuine concern and courtesy toward co-workers, even under the most trying business or personal situations' (co-worker assistance) and 'I defend the organisation when other employees criticize it' (organisational assistance). According to Diedericks (2012) , both the dimensions yielded acceptable reliabilities, with assistance to co-workers (α = 0.78) and assistance to the organisation (α = 0.80).
Research procedure and ethical considerations
The data were collected as part of a larger project focusing on work-related well-being in the public health care sector. The research was conducted in a fair and ethical manner and participation was voluntary. The questionnaires were distributed at the hospitals and/or clinics, once the questionnaires had been completed participants were required to return the completed questionnaires. The study was approved by the North-West University's ethics committee, HHREC.
Statistical analysis
Mplus 7.31 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998 and SPSS 22 (IBM Corporation, 2013) were used to analyse the data in the study. Structural equation modelling (SEM), more specifically, a two-step model generating approach, also referred to as latent variable modelling, was used (Kline, 2011) . Firstly, confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were performed to determine the factor structure of the constructs. The structural model was then estimated by means of inserting the hypothesised regression paths.
The model's fit to the data was determined by the following parameter estimates and indices (Byrne, 2012) : Chi-square (χ 2 ), degrees of freedom (df), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; smaller than 0.08 indicates acceptable fit), TuckerLewis Index (TLI) and the index of choice, comparative fit index (CFI) (Byrne, 2012; Hair, Babin, Black, & Andersen, 2010) . CFI and TLI values higher than 0.95 show acceptable fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999) . Additionally, two fit statistics referred to as the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and the Bayes Information Criterion (BIC) were utilised to compare different measurement and structural models. For both these fit statistics, a lower value indicates better fit (Hair et al., 2010) . A Maximum Likelihood Robust Estimator (MLR), which is appropriate for data that is not normally distributed and small to medium sample sizes (Kelloway, 2015) , was employed.
The reliability for each scale was computed using composite reliability coefficients (ρ) (Raykov, 2009 ) with a cut-off point of 0.70 (Wang & Wang, 2012) . Based on the best-fitting structural model, the potential indirect effects of workplace trust were inserted. Indirect effects of workplace trust were determined by bootstrapping and the construction of bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals (CIs) (Mokgele & Rothmann, 2014) . The practical significance of the indirect effects was tested by means of the kappa-squared (K 2 ) effect sizes to determine a small (below 0.09), medium (between 0.09 and 0.25), or large effect (above 0.25), respectively (Preacher & Kelley, 2011) .
Results

Confirmatory factor analysis for the measuring instruments
According to its authors, authentic leadership was specified as a four-factor structure (Neider & Schriesheim, 2011) , workplace trust as a three-factor structure (Ferres, 2003) and organisational citizenship behaviour as a two-factor structure (Rothmann, 2010) . Based on the fit indices in Table 1 , the hypothesised measurement model and factor structures yielded poor fit once specified using Mplus. For subsequent analyses, it was decided to specify authentic leadership as a one-factor structure which is in line with a South African study where a one-factor structure yielded good fit (Maximo, 2015) . Organisational citizenship behaviour was also re-specified as a one-factor structure which corresponds with Beal III, Stavros and Cole's (2013) study. Workplace trust remained a three-factor model. Table 1 contains the changes in the fit indices of the re-specified models compared to the models of the original authors. The re-specified models indicate good fit as the cut-off values of CFI (> 0.95), TLI (> 0.95) and RMSEA (≤ 0.08) were reached.
To improve model fit, certain items from the measuring instruments were deleted, error variances of some items were correlated and the latent variables' factor structures were respecified in Mplus. Deletion of items is performed based on the requirements stipulated by Wang and Wang (2012) : (1) statistical, reflected in high MI values; and (2) theoretical, overlap in item content. A possible explanation behind the poor fit might be that some of the measuring instruments have not been validated or standardised in a South African context, making it difficult to apply the original factor structures and perceptions of meaning directly to a South African sample. This problem can be addressed by validating the instruments for South African use. The measurement model was thus specified with 9 items measuring authentic leadership, 5 items measuring organisational citizenship behaviour and 22 items measuring workplace trust. More specifically, trust in the organisation consisted of six items, trust in immediate supervisor of nine items and trust in co-workers of seven items.
Testing measurement models
Using SEM, a five-factor measurement model as well as two alternative models was tested to determine which measurement model fitted the data best. Model 1 consisted of five first-order latent variables, namely: (1) authentic leadership (measured by nine observed indicators); (2) trust in the organisation (measured by six observed indicators); (3) trust in the immediate supervisor (measured by nine observed indicators); (4) trust in co-workers (measured by seven observed indicators); and finally, (5) organisational citizenship behaviour (measured by five observed indicators). All the latent variables specified in Model 1 were allowed to correlate.
Model 2 was specified with 22 observed indicators measuring workplace trust as a one-factor structure. Both authentic leadership (nine observed indicators) and organisational citizenship behaviour (five observed indicators) were also specified as a one-factor structure. Finally, Model 3 was specified with workplace trust as a two-factor structure which included: a) Trust in the organisation and immediate supervisor (measured by 15 observed indicators); and b) trust in co-worker (measured by seven observed indicators). Schoeman (2012) used workplace trust as a two-factor structure, combining trust in the immediate supervisor and trust in the organisation as one factor and trust in co-worker as the second factor. Similar to Models 1 and 2, authentic leadership and organisational citizenship behaviour were specified as one-factor structures.
The fit statistics of the measurement model and its competing measurement models are presented in Table 2 . Model 1 fitted the data best as determined by comparing the AIC and BIC values (the lower the value, the better the fit). Other fit indices were also considered to determine the models' fit to the data, including but not limited to the chi-square, CFI, TLI and RMSEA. According to Hu and Bentler (1999) , these values indicate a good fit of the model to the data as CFI and TLI were equal to or higher than 0.95, and RMSEA was lower than 0.08 at 0.05. The standardised coefficients of items ranged from 0.57 to 0.83 and were found to be statistically significant. This means that the items loaded significantly onto the specified factors without cross-loading occurring. Table 3 , difference testing for changes in the robust χ 2 in terms of the competing measurement models was conducted. Because of the use of the MLR-estimator, change in chi-square values cannot be directly compared and Satorra-Bentler difference testing was performed (Satorra & Bentler, 1999) . Results in Table 4 indicate that Model 1 fitted the data significantly better than the competing models when comparing change in chi-square values. Table 4 contains descriptive statistics, the reliability coefficients and correlations between the constructs. The composite reliability coefficients range from 0.78 to 0.92, indicating acceptable reliability according to Wang and Wang's (2012) cut-off value of 0.70. The composite reliabilities (ρ) for the ALI and the OCBS were 0.92 and 0.73, respectively. The composite reliabilities (ρ) of the three subscales of WTS in the present study were: 0.87 (trust in the organisation), 0.88 (trust in the immediate supervisor) and 0.87 (trust in co-worker). The relationships between all the variables were statistically (p < 0.01) and practically significant with either a small, medium or large effect. According to the results in Table 4 , all variables were significantly and positively related to organisational citizenship behaviour -ranging between 0.29 and 0.42. Authentic leadership was also positively and significantly related to the three referents of trust (r = 0.48 to r = 0.82).
As indicated in
Testing the structural model
Based on the fact that the data were cross-sectional in nature, two other models were tested. Model 2 (also known as the direct pathways only model) did not meet the required cutoff values. However, Model 3 (known as the direct and indirect pathways model) also showed acceptable fit to the data with: robust χ 2 = 1074.64, df = 581, CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.95 and RMSEA = 0.04, 95% CI [0.033, 0.040]. Model 1's fit was slightly better than Model 3's with lower BIC and AIC values. Although Model 1 showed the best fit, it differed from the hypothesised model. Table 5 indicates the difference testing for changes in the robust χ 2 with regard to competing structural models. The results show that Model 3 fitted the data significantly better than Model 2 after Satorra-Bentler difference testing had been performed. Model 1 fitted the data marginally better than Model 3 with a S-B χ 2 = 1.83 (df = 1), resulting in a nonsignificant change. Since Model 1 fitted the data better it was decided to carry on with the analyses using this model.
The measurement model formed the basis for the structural models and latent variable modelling was used to test the direction of the hypothesised relationships. Table 6 displays the standardised path coefficients estimated for the competing structural models. Three structural models were tested and both Model 1 (indirect pathways) and Model 3 (direct and indirect pathways) showed a good fit to the data. However, Model 1 fitted the data best with the lowest AIC and BIC values, as well as a non-significant change in chisquare. This model included paths from authentic leadership to trust in the organisation, trust in the immediate supervisor and trust in co-workers, respectively. Paths from workplace trust divided in its three referents to organisational citizenship behaviour were also included. Based on this model, authentic leadership was found to be a significant predictor of trust in the organisation (β = 0.60, p < 0.01), trust in the immediate supervisor (β = 0.82, p < 0.01) and trust in co-workers (β = 0.48, p < 0.01). Hypothesis 1 was therefore accepted as authentic leadership was found to be a significant predictor of workplace trust in all three referents respectively.
Additionally, both trust in the organisation (β = 0.28, p < 0.01) and trust in co-workers (β = 0.22, p < 0.05) were significant predictors of organisational citizenship behaviour and had the anticipated positive direction. Trust in the immediate supervisor was not a significant predictor of organisational citizenship behaviour (β = −0.02, p = 0.81). Hypothesis 2 was only partially accepted as only trust in the organisation and co-workers significantly influenced organisational citizenship behaviour. Authentic leadership was not found to be a significant predictor of organisational citizenship behaviour. The third hypothesis, which states that authentic leadership is a significant predictor of organisational citizenship behaviour, was rejected. Figure 2 shows the standardised path coefficients that were estimated for the best-fitting model. This figure only illustrates regression paths and the correlations that were permitted among workplace trust in its three referents.
From Figure 2 , it is evident that 36% of the variance in trust in the organisation could be explained by authentic leadership. Additionally, authentic leadership explained 67% of the variance in trust in the immediate supervisor and 23% 
Indirect effects of workplace trust
To determine whether any relationships in the model were affected by workplace trust, bootstrapping (with 5000 samples) was used. Two-sided bias-corrected 95% CIs were constructed to evaluate indirect effects. Table 7 indicates the lower and upper CIs, as well as the estimates and standard errors of the tested indirect effects. From the Table, it is evident that authentic leadership had a significant indirect effect on organisational citizenship behaviour through trust in the organisation (β = 0.17, p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.06, 0.29]) and trust in co-workers (β = 0.11, p < 0.05, 95% CI [0.02, 0.20]). Hypothesis 4 was therefore partially accepted as only two referents of trust influenced the relation between authentic leadership and organisational citizenship behaviour indirectly.
Based on the results in Table 7 , it is evident that trust in the organisation (β = 0.17, p < 0.01, K 2 = 0.21) had a greater indirect effect (medium) than trust in co-workers (β = 0.11, p < 0.05, K 2 = 0.14) with a small effect. Trust in the immediate supervisor did not significantly indirectly affect organisational citizenship behaviour (β = −0.02, K 2 = 0.02) and therefore had a negligibly small effect. Hypothesis 5, focusing on the differences in the strength of the indirect effects of different trust referents, could therefore be supported.
Discussion
The aim of this study was to explore the influence of authentic leadership through workplace trust (conceptualised as trust in the organisation, immediate supervisor and co-workers) and organisational citizenship behaviour in the public health care sector. This was done to provide an understanding of how authentic leadership can evoke a more trusting workforce, resulting in employees going the 'extra mile'. This is specifically relevant in the South African public health care sector which is being challenged by service delivery difficulties, a lack of resources and trying working conditions characterised by work overload and a distrust in leadership (Barnard & Simbhoo, 2014; Christian & Crisp, 2012; George et al., 2013 ).
The structural model indicated that authentic leadership positively influenced workplace trust in its three referents. In this regard, leaders who are perceived as being objective, authentic, sharing information with others and listening to subordinates' ideas (Neider & Schriesheim, 2011) are more likely to encourage trust in the organisation, supervisors and co-workers. The rationale behind this is that authentic leaders are perceived to be trustworthy, genuine and reliable Ilies, Morgeson, & Nahrgang, 2005) . Cho and Park (2011) emphasise that the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory regards trust in the supervisor as an important indicator focusing on the quality of the relationship between a leader and/or supervisor and/or manager and followers. Leaders who are perceived to be genuine and open in expressing their feelings might encourage a climate where people will be willing to admit their mistakes and to challenge co-workers and/or managers to enhance performance. As a result, employees might be prone to regard the organisation and its management structures as effective and supportive. It is probable that authentic leaders could succeed in creating a positive and ethical organisational climate, characterised by openness and transparency which might facilitate trust among employees (Avolio et al., 2004) . This climate can encourage employees to have confidence in their colleagues to be competent, fair and ethical. According to Lencioni (2005) , when employees trust one another, they are more comfortable to being open about their growth areas and fears.
These findings are in line with previous studies that found a positive relationship between authentic leadership practices and workplace trust (e.g. Dannhauser, 2007; Engelbrecht et al., 2014; Errazquin, 2013; Hartog, Shippers, & Koopman, 2002; Stander et al., 2015; Wang & Hsieh, 2013) . Other authors have also consistently linked authenticity in leaders to trust behaviours (Harter, Schmidt, & Keys, 2003; Wong, Laschinger, & Cummings, 2010) . Studies also found a positive influence of authentic leadership on trust in the supervisor (ClappSmith et al., 2009; Errazquin, 2013; Hassan & Ahmed, 2011) . Heyns and Rothmann (2015) determined that when leaders are perceived as being trustworthy, followers are likely to reciprocate by engaging in trusting behaviours. Subordinates' perceptions of their leaders as a role model may evoke trust in co-workers.
Further results showed that both trust in the organisation and trust in co-workers significantly influenced organisational citizenship behaviour. These findings indicate that when employees work in an environment that they perceive as being supportive, fair, reliable and where others are mindful in recognising their performance and abilities, they will be more likely to go beyond what is formally expected of them -irrespective of whether they are doing it for their co-workers or for the organisation itself. Numerous studies have found a significant relation between trust in the organisation and organisational citizenship behaviour (Aryee et al., 2002; Dar, 2010; Schoeman, 2012; Wong et al., 2012) .
Trust among co-workers can facilitate interpersonal helping behaviours (Cho & Park, 2011) , which may be regarded as a form of organisational citizenship behaviour. As trust in the organisation and trust in co-workers were positively related, it can be expected that greater levels of trust in co-workers can result in trust in the organisation. Studies have suggested that trust in one's co-workers can be significantly linked to organisational citizenship behaviour (Dar, 2010; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002) .
Contrary to studies that have found a positive relationship between trust in the supervisor and organisational citizenship behaviour (Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007; Goodwin, Whittington, Murray, & Nichols, 2011) , the results of the present study indicate an insignificant relationship between these constructs. A possible explanation for this may be that health care employees do not necessarily work closely with management, especially in the nursing profession. According to Goldblatt, Granot, Admi and Drach-Zahavy (2008) , a shift leader -who is not regarded as a 'manager' but rather as a co-worker -is chosen to take responsibility for shifts. Consequently, when the employees completed the questionnaires, they might have regarded the shift leader as a co-worker rather than a supervisor, resulting in an insignificant relation between trust in the supervisor and organisational citizenship behaviour.
Based on the results, authentic leadership was not found to be a significant predictor of organisational citizenship behaviour. This finding contradicts previous research which found that followers are likely to reciprocate their leader's supportiveness by engaging in extra-role behaviours (Dannhauser, 2007; Piccolo, Greenbaum, Den Hartog, & Folger, 2010; Tapara, 2011; Xiong & Fang, 2014) . In considering the current sample, it might be expected that, as public health care employees are in a helping profession, their engagement in extra-role behaviours might not be influenced by leadership practices, but rather by a willingness to help patients irrespective of whether effective leadership practices are in place. As the public health care sector is being faced with many challenges (George et al., 2013) , the positive organisational culture -as stipulated in the conceptualisation of authentic leadership -might not be true for this industry at present . As a result, employees might not have regarded authentic leadership as an important contributor to their willingness to perform extra-role behaviours.
The findings of the study indicate that authentic leadership had a significant indirect effect on organisational citizenship behaviour via both trust in the organisation and trust in coworkers. However, authentic leadership did not significantly influence organisational citizenship behaviour via trust in the immediate supervisor. As a result, authentic leadership influences trust in the organisation and trust in co-workers, which then influence employees' willingness to exert additional effort. Previous studies have found that trust in general mediates the relationship between employee attitudes and/or behaviours (Clapp-Smith et al., 2009; Hassan & Ahmed, 2011) . As such, it is possible for trust to indirectly affect the relationship between authentic leadership and other follower outcomes as well (Agote Errazquin, 2013) . A possible explanation of why trust in the immediate supervisor might not have played a role in this relationship might be attributed to the fact that managers do not work closely to helping professionals and do not work shifts. Instead, a shift leader (in the form of a co-worker) is appointed for different shifts (Goodwin et al., 2011) .
These findings are in line with the SET; fair treatment of others leads to a reciprocal exchange which can facilitate positive individual and/or organisational outcomes (Aryee et al., 2002; Blau, 1964) . Perceiving a leader as authentic can thus result in perceptions of the organisation and co-workers as trustworthy, resulting in additional effort. In this regard, open, trusting and transparent relationships between the leader and subordinates might enhance consistency between perceptions of the organisation and the organisation's 'actions' (because the leader is a representative of the organisation). The leader may also, through role modelling and personal identification, encourage transparent relationships between co-workers (Avolio et al., 2004) , enhancing consistency between perceptions of the coworkers and the co-workers' 'actions'. Employees who believe that they are treated fairly and are supported by their organisation and co-workers are more likely to do more work than expected of them, reciprocating the support they receive. Based on the fact that only trust in the organisation and trust in co-workers indirectly affected organisational citizenship behaviour, the same reasoning applies with regard to the perception of a shift leader as a co-worker instead of a manager (Goldblatt et al., 2008) . Trust in the organisation's indirect effect on the relationship between authentic leadership and organisational citizenship behaviour might also be because of the fact that employees working in health care are likely to identify with their organisation as it focuses on helping others.
Finally, the results indicated that trust in the organisation had a stronger indirect effect on the relationship between authentic leadership and organisational citizenship behaviour. This might indicate that if employees trust their organisation to recognise their work and to reward them for their skills and abilities (Ferres, 2003) , they might be likely to work harder than what is expected of them in the hope that the organisation will recognise this. Trust in the organisation also focuses on the employees' belief in the organisation to be sustainable and effective (Ferres & Travaglione, 2003) . This might indicate that employees are willing to exert extra effort to contribute to the viability and success of the organisation. If employees therefore feel that their organisation cares for them and recognises their efforts, they will be more willing to go the 'extra mile' irrespective of the challenges they are faced with in this sector (Avolio et al., 2004; Stander et al., 2015) .
Limitations and recommendations for future studies
The study had several limitations which should be taken into consideration when interpreting the current results. Firstly, the study was cross-sectional in nature meaning data were collected at a single point in time. Although causal inferences cannot be made about the constructs, it may be possible that reciprocal relationships may exist, but that they are not captured in cross-sectional designs (Levin, 2006) . In future, the constructs may be used for longitudinal studies. The questionnaires used were self-report measures which might result in common method variance where correlations between predictors and outcomes are magnified when only a single data source is used (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003; Richardson, Simmering, & Sturman, 2009) . A future recommendation is to use multi-rater methods such as in-depth interviews. This study was limited to the public health care sector's employees. A recommendation for future research is to conduct the study on employees in the private health care sector as well, to facilitate comparative studies. Future studies can further benefit by utilising different samples to determine if these factor structures and relationships are unique to this sample or whether they can be generalised.
Finally, two of the measuring instruments in the current study (ALI and WTS) have not been developed in the South African context. This may be a possible explanation behind the poor model fit of some of the scales and necessitated model improvement strategies (e.g. deleting items, correlating error variances and specifying constructs as unidimensional). A recommendation for future research is to conduct validation studies for both these measuring instruments.
Implications for management
Authentic leadership, workplace trust and organisational citizenship behaviour play a critical role in the public health care sector. The lack of resources, staff shortages, distrust in leadership and financial constraints of public health care institutions are likely to decrease public health care employees' willingness to trust in the organisation, supervisors and co-workers; thereby negatively influencing their willingness to go the 'extra mile'. This is important as research has found that if helping behaviours such as organisational citizenship behaviour in health care are encouraged, employees and organisations are more likely to be more productive and flourish (Gilbert, Laschinger, & Leiter, 2010) . This can have a positive impact on the reputation of public health care facilities. Public health care leaders and management can therefore strive to develop innovative interventions to promote positive employee attitudes and behaviours (Gilbert et al., 2010) to facilitate trust and to enable http://www.sajip.co.za Open Access organisations and employees to remain viable in delivering quality health care services.
Leadership development interventions may be conducted to improve managerial skills such as establishing mutually beneficial exchange relationships with employees and building trust (Davies, Wong, & Laschinger, 2011) . In addition, the four factors of authentic leadership can be developed, including self-awareness, relational transparency, balanced processing and an internalised moral perspective. These factors can be advanced by developing leaders' emotional intelligence and by means of coaching. Interventions can further be structured to allow managers to work more closely with employees and to be more authentic in their actions, subsequently resulting in trusting behaviours and, eventually, organisational citizenship behaviour. Other possible interventions to enhance trust in the organisation and trust in the co-worker are to engage in team building exercises and creating a more reliable organisational climate. This climate can be created by empowering employees to take part in decision-making, openly sharing information and being ethical. These are all characteristics of the authentic leader.
With the exception of leadership development, other interventions can also be proposed to particularly enhance trust in the organisation and trust in co-workers. With regard to trust in the organisation, management and executives as representatives of the organisation can be more valuedriven and subsequently live according to organisational values. The organisational climate can also be developed to include interventions aimed at enhancing fair organisational processes and creating a supporting work environment.
Conclusion
The results of this study support the imperative role of authentic leadership and workplace trust in explaining organisational citizenship behaviour. Although authentic leadership did not directly influence organisational citizenship behaviour, authentic leadership still influenced organisational citizenship behaviour indirectly via trust in the organisation and trust in the co-worker. Trust in the organisation made the most significant impact. These findings indicate that to get employees to go the 'extra mile', leaders need to display genuineness which results in a greater employee identification with the organisation and a greater degree of trust in their co-workers.
